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DETAILED ACTION 
Terminal Disclaimer 

1 . The terminal disclaimer filed on 6 December 2007 disclaiming the terminal portion of 
any patent granted on this application which would extend beyond the expiration date of US 
Patent No. 6,023,096 to Hotta has been reviewed and is accepted. The terminal disclaimer has 
been recorded. 



Drawings 

2. The amendment filed 6 December 2007 including the drawings and specification is 
objected to under 35 U.S.C. 132(a) because it introduces new matter into the disclosure. 35 
U.S.C. 132(a) states that no amendment shall introduce new matter into the disclosure of the 
invention. The newly added amendments to the specification and drawings comprise new matter 
because the originally filed disclosure did not describe the subject matter with sufficient 
specificity such that it reasonably supports the amendment. 

For example, the newly submitted drawing shows a round that "a back" of the 
semiconductor element is a different surface than the bump bonding part surface while the 
originally filed disclosure does not set forth such a relationship between elements. 

The drawing also shows a plurality of bump bonding parts while the originally filed 
disclosure does not set forth that a plurality of bump bondings can be used. 

The drawing shows that the thermosetting material is in direct physical contact with the 
substrate, while the originally filed disclosure does not set forth that the thermosetting material 
has such a relationship with the substrate. 
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The drawing also shows that the "edges" of the semiconductor element are distinct 
surfaces from a "back" of the semiconductor element, while the specification does not describe 
with sufficient specificity that the edges and back must be distinctive surfaces instead of, for 
example, the edge of a back surface or the apex of a comer portion. 

These are not the only examples in which new matter was introduced into the disclosure, 
but illustrates the point. 

Applicant is required to cancel the new matter in the reply to this Office Action. 

3. Since the new drawing sheet introduces new matter into the disclosure and is not entered, 
the drawings remained objected to under 37 CFR 1.83(a). The drawings must show every 
feature of the invention specified in the claims. Therefore, the first matrix material and second 
matrix material must be shown or the feature(s) canceled from the claim(s). No new matter 
should be entered. 

Corrected drawing sheets in compliance with 37 CFR 1.121(d) are required in reply to 
the Office action to avoid abandonment of the apphcation. Any amended replacement drawing 
sheet should include all of the figures appearing on the immediate prior version of the sheet, 
even if only one figure is being amended. The figure or figure number of an amended drawing 
should not be labeled as "amended." If a drawing figure is to be canceled, the appropriate figure 
must be removed from the replacement sheet, and where necessary, the remaining figures must 
be renumbered and appropriate changes made to the brief description of the several views of the 
drawings for consistency. Additional replacement sheets may be necessary to show the 
renumbering of the remaining figures. Each drawing sheet submitted after the filing date of an 
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application must be labeled in the top margin as either "Replacement Sheet" or "New Sheet" 
pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .121(d). If the changes are not accepted by the examiner, the applicant will 
be notified and informed of any required corrective action in the next Office action. The 
objection to the drawings will not be held in abeyance. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 

4. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly claiming the 
subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

5. Claims 1 and 2 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph, as being indefinite 
for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant 
regards as the invention. The term "tackiness" in claim 1 is a relative term which renders the 
claim indefinite. The term tackiness is not defined by the claim, the specification does not 
provide a standard for ascertaining the requisite degree, and one of ordinary skill in the art would 
not be reasonably apprised of the scope of the invention. All materials have some level of 
"tackiness" simply because they are capable of being measured with a tack test, such as the ball 
tack test. 

6. Claim 7 is rejected mder 35 U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph, as being indefinite for failing 
to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant regards as the 
invention. The claim requires that the tackiness of the sheet material before thermosetting is 2 to 
15 in terms of ball tack. However, no units are specified in the claim. The ball tack test 
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measures and reports the distance of the ball from the endpoint of the tack apparatus. Therefore, 
any units can be used for the numbers 2 to 15, such as centimeters, or millimeters, or inches, or 
feet or any arbitrary or proprietary units. Therefore, no matter what the material, the units can be 
arbitrarily set to yield a ball tack value of 2 simply by choosing a unit length that fits to the ball 
tack being from 2 to 15. Therefore any thermosetting material meets the claim. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

7. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S. C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in pubUc use or on 
sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of appUcation for patent in the United States. 

8. In SO far as definite, claims 1 and 2 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 02(b) as being 
anticipated by Yamamoto ('404). Yamamoto teaches a semiconductor device and method of 
producing the semiconductor device comprising a subsfrate (Element 4; Fig. 6, for example) and 
a semiconductor element (Element 6; Fig. 6, for example) mounted thereon through a bump 
bonding part (Element 9; Fig. 6, for example). The semiconductor element has been 
encapsulated by coating a back and edges with a thermosetting rubber-containing material (Para. 
0075, 0078, 0147; Element 3; Fig. 6, for example). Regarding the recitation of "tackiness", since 
all materials have some level of "tackiness" simply because they are capable of being measured 
with a tack test, such as the ball tack test, any material, such as the thermosetting rubber- 
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containing material of Yamamoto meets the claim. Furthermore, Yamamoto teaches that the 
material inherently has tackiness (see Para. 0075 and 0078, for example). 

9. In so far as definite, claims 1 and 2 are rejected under 35 U.S. C. 102(b) as being 
anticipated by Hotta ('096). Hotta teaches a semiconductor device and method of producing the 
semiconductor device comprising a substrate (Element 2) and a semiconductor element (Element 
1) mounted thereon through a bump bonding part (Element 3). The semiconductor element has 
been encapsulated by coating a back and edges with a thermosetting rubber-containing material 
(Col. 5, Lines 54-65; Col. 6, Lines 10-13; Element 41). Regarding the recitation of "tackiness", 
since all materials have some level of "tackiness" simply because they are capable of being 
measured with a tack test, such as the ball tack test, any material, such as the thermosetting 
rubber-containing material of Hotta meets the claim. 

10. In so far as definite, claims 1 and 2 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being 
anticipated by Misumi (M84). Misumi teaches a semiconductor device and method of producing 
the semiconductor device comprising a substrate (Element 1) and a semiconductor element 
(Element 5) mounted thereon through a bump bonding part (Element 3). The semiconductor 
element has been encapsulated by coating a back and edges with a thermosetting rubber- 
containing material (Abstract; Col. 2, Lines 34-67; Col. 3, Lines 1-20; Element 4). Regarding 
the recitation of "tackiness", since all materials have some level of "tackiness" simply because 
they are capable of being measured with a tack test, such as the ball tack test, any material, such 
as the thermosetting rubber-containing material of Misumi meets the claim. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

1 1 . The following is a quotation of 35 U.S. C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the im ention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the stibject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

12. In so far as definite, claim 6 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Yamamoto (M04) in view of Komoto ('409). 

Yamamoto teaches that the thermosetting material is a rubber containing material, but 
does not teach that the thermosetting material is a rubber-modified polycarbodiimide resin. 

Komoto teaches using rubber-modified polycarbodiimide resin (Abstract; Col. 5, Lines 
48-53, for example) used for electronics applications. It would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to use a rubber-modified 
polycarbodiimide thermosetting material as taught by Komoto in the thermosetting material of 
Yamamoto. One would have been motivated to do so since Komoto teaches that the rubber- 
modified polycarbodiimide thermosetting material is an excellent adhesive material for 
electronics applications due to the flame-retarding heat-resistance and solder-resistance 
properties (Komoto Col. 3, Lines 25-40; Col. 6, Lines 8-21; Col. 10, Lines 1-5; Col. 11, Lines 
38-41; Col. 12, Lines 10-12; Col. 13, Line 12, for example). 

13. In so far as definite, claim 6 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Yamamoto (M04) in view of Imashiro ('71 1). 
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Yamamoto teaches that the thermosetting material is a rubber containing material, but 
does not teach that the thermosetting material is a rubber-modified polycarbodiimide resin. 

Imashiro teaches using rubber-modified polycarbodiimide resin (Abstract; Col. 1, Line 
13; Col. 2, Lines 45-55; Col. 5, Lines 10-17, for example) used for electronics applications. It 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to 
use a rubber-modified polycarbodiimide thermosetting material as taught by Imashiro in the 
thermosetting material of Yamamoto. One would have been motivated to do so since Imashiro 
teaches that the rubber-modified polycarbodiimide thermosetting material is an excellent 
adhesive material for electronics applications due to the heat-resistance, formability, excellent 
adhesion strength, processability, and solder-resistance properties (Imashiro Table 2, for 
example). 

14. In so far as definite, claim 6 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Hotta ('096) in view of Komoto ('409). 

Hotta teaches that the thermosetting material is a rubber containing material, but does not 
teach that the thermosetting material is a polycarbodiimide resin, which can have filler materials, 
for example (Col. 5, Lines 60-65). 

Komoto teaches using rubber-modified polycarbodiimide resin (Abstract; Col. 5, Lines 
48-53, for example) used for electronics applications. It would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to use a rubber-modified 
polycarbodiimide thermosetting material as taught by Komoto in the thermosetting material of 
Hotta. One would have been motivated to do so since Komoto teaches that the rubber-modified 
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polycarbodiimide thermosetting material is an excellent adhesive material for electronics 
applications due to the flame-retarding heat-resistance and solder-resistance properties (Komoto 
Col. 3, Lines 25-40; Col. 6, Lines 8-21; Col. 10, Lines 1-5; Col. 11, Lines 38-41; Col. 12, Lines 
10-12; Col. 13, Line 12, for example). 

15. In so far as definite, claim 6 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Hotta ('096) in view of Imashiro C71 1). 

Hotta teaches that the thermosetting material is a rubber containing material, but does not 
teach that the thermosetting material is a polycarbodiimide resin, which can have filler materials, 
for example (Col. 5, Lines 60-65). 

Imashiro teaches using rubber-modified polycarbodiimide resin (Abstract; Col. 1, Line 
13; Col. 2, Lines 45-55; Col. 5, Lines 10-17, for example) used for electronics applications. It 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to 
use a rubber-modified polycarbodiimide thermosetting material as taught by Imashiro in the 
thermosetting material of Hotta. One would have been motivated to do so since Imashiro teaches 
that the rubber-modified polycarbodiimide thermosetting material is an excellent adhesive 
material for electronics applications due to the heat-resistance, formability, excellent adhesion 
strength, processability, and solder-resistance properties (Imashiro Table 2, for example). 

16. In so far as definite, claim 6 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Misumi ('484) in view of Komoto ('409). 
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Misumi teaches that the thermosetting material is a rubber containing material, but does 
not teach that the thermosetting material is a polycarbodiimide resin (Abstract, for example). 

Komoto teaches using rubber-modified polycarbodiimide resin (Abstract; Col. 5, Lines 
48-53, for example) used for electronics applications. It would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to use a rubber-modified 
polycarbodiimide thermosetting material as taught by Komoto in the thermosetting material of 
Hotta. One would have been motivated to do so since Komoto teaches that the rubber-modified 
polycarbodiimide thermosetting material is an excellent adhesive material for electronics 
applications due to the flame-retarding heat-resistance and solder-resistance properties (Komoto 
Col. 3, Lines 25-40; Col. 6, Lines 8-21; Col. 10, Lines 1-5; Col. 11, Lines 38-41; Col. 12, Lines 
10-12; Col. 13, Line 12, for example). 

17. In so far as definite, claim 6 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Misumi ('484) in view of Imashiro ('71 1). 

Misumi teaches that the thermosetting material is a rubber containing material, but does 
not teach that the thermosetting material is a polycarbodiimide resin (Abstract, for example). 

Imashiro teaches using rubber-modified polycarbodiimide resin (Abstract; Col. 1, Line 
13; Col. 2, Lines 45-55; Col. 5, Lines 10-17, for example) used for electronics applications. It 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to 
use a rubber-modified polycarbodiimide thermosetting material as taught by Imashiro in the 
thermosetting material of Hotta. One would have been motivated to do so since Imashiro teaches 
that the rubber-modified polycarbodiimide thermosetting material is an excellent adhesive 
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material for electronics applications due to the heat-resistance, formability, excellent adhesion 
strength, processability, and solder-resistance properties (Imashiro Table 2, for example). 

18. Claim 7 is rejected under 35 U.S. C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Yamamoto ('404) 
in view of Nishikawa (M65). 

Yamamoto teaches a tacky material for use as the thermosetting rubber-containing 
material, but does not teach that the ball tack is from 2 to 15. 

Nishikawa teaches materials useftil for use with semiconductor devices (Col. 9, Lines 23- 
24) wherein the tackiness level measured by ball tack is between 2 to 15 (Table in Cols. 1 5 and 
16, for example). Nishikawa further teaches that pressure sensitive ball tackiness should be set 
depending on the desired application (Col. 16, Lines 3-24, for example). It would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to set the tackiness 
of the thermosetting resin material prior to the cure of Yamamoto to a value between 2 to 15 as 
taught by Nishikawa in order to ensiire sufficiently without peeling (Nishikawa Col. 16, Lines 
13-15, for example). It has been held that where the general conditions of a claim are disclosed 
in prior art, discovering the optimum or working ranges involves only routine skill in the art. In 
re Alter, 105 USPQ 233. 

19. Claim 7 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Hotta ( 096) in 
view of Nishikawa ('465). 

Hotta teaches a tacky material for use as the thermosetting rubber-containing material, 
but does not teach that the ball tack is from 2 to 15. 
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Nishikawa teaches materials useM for use with semiconductor devices (Col. 9, Lines 23- 
24) wherein the tackiness level measured by ball tack is between 2 to 15 (Table in Cols. 15 and 
16, for example). Nishikawa further teaches that pressure sensitive ball tackiness should be set 
depending on the desired application (Col. 16, Lines 3-24, for example). It would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to set the tackiness 
of the thermosetting resin material prior to the cure of Hotta to a value between 2 to 15 as taught 
by Nishikawa in order to ensure sufficiently without peeling (Nishikawa Col. 16, Lines 13-15, 
for example). It has been held that where the general conditions of a claim are disclosed in prior 
art, discovering the optimum or working ranges involves only routine skill in the art. In re Aller, 
105 USPQ 233. 

20. Claim 7 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Misumi ('484) in 
view of Nishikawa ('465). 

Misumi teaches a tacky material for use as the thermosetting rubber-containing material, 
but does not teach that the ball tack is from 2 to 15. 

Nishikawa teaches materials usefiil for use with semiconductor devices (Col. 9, Lines 23- 
24) wherein the tackiness level measured by bail tack is between 2 to 15 (Table in Cols. 15 and 
16, for example). Nishikawa further teaches that pressure sensitive ball tackiness should be set 
depending on the desired application (Col. 16, Lines 3-24, for example). It would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to set the tackiness 
of the thermosetting resin material prior to the cure of Misumi to a value between 2 to 15 as 
taught by Nishikawa in order to ensiire sufficiently without peeling (Nishikawa Col. 16, Lines 
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13-15, for example). It has been held that where the general conditions of a claim are disclosed 
in prior art, discovering the optimum or working ranges involves only routine skill in the art. In 
re Alter, 105 USPQ 233. 

Response to Arguments 

2 1 . Applicant's arguments filed 6 December 2007 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. 

22. Regarding the rejection of claims 1-2 and 7 under 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph : The 
Applicant argues that the term "tackiness" and "ball tack" are definite because they can be 
determined by a ball rolling method as provided for in JIS Z-0237 and that the number reported 
is determined by the ball number. The appUcant also argues that since a "ball number" is 
reported that no units are required. 

However, both of these argiiments are not persuasive because the claims merely use the 
term "tackiness" and "ball tack", which do not limit these values to the JIS Z-0237 test. There 
are a many "ball tack" tests used for determining this property such as ASTM D3121, BS EN 
1721, and PSTC 6, each of which report a value with distance units (see for example, Roberts, 
R.A., "Project PAJl : Failure Criteria and Their Applicant to Visco-ElasticA^isco-Plastic 
Materials, Report 5" which is provided to the Applicant in this office action). It is further noted 
that the features upon which applicant relies (i.e., JIS Z-0237 is as the "ball tack" method) are not 
recited in the rejected claim(s). Although the claims are interpreted in Ught of the specification, 
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limitations from the specification are not read into the claims. See In re Van Geuns, 988 
F.2d 1181, 26 USPQ2d 1057 (Fed. Cir. 1993). 

Furthermore, reliance on a "ball number" (see Applicant Remarks page 9), if read into the 
claims, would still render the claims indefinite because the claim still fails to provide a unit for 
the ball diameter. A reference to a "ball number", if read into the claims, would also render the 
claim indefinite because the "ball number" appears to be an arbitrary number assigned to a ball 
of an arbitrary diameter, which can be changed if such a revision was made when assigning a 
ball number to a specific ball diameter. Therefore, the recitation of the terms "tackiness" and 
"ball tack" and the lack of units recited in the claim do not provide any requisite degree by which 
the one of ordinary skill in the art would be reasonably apprised of the scope of the invention. 

Finally, the Applicant has not provided the Office with the reference of JIS Z-0237, so all 
arguments regarding this citation cannot be fully evaluated on the merits. As such, these 
arguments are not persuasive. 

The Applicant also disagrees with the Examiner's position that all materials have some 
level of tackiness by asserting that "it is clearly understood by those of ordinary skill in the art 
that there are some films that have no tackiness". However, the Examiner notes that the 
Applicant has provided no evidence which support this conclusion. Furthermore, even if the 
Applicant was to provide evidence that some material has "no tackiness" when measured by 
some method, the Examiner notes that does not necessarily provide evidence that the material 
actually has "no tackiness". This sort of evidence would merely illustrate that the conditions 
under which the tackiness of the material is measured was not sensitive to the level of tackiness 
in the material and would show that the material is completely devoid of tackiness. 
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The Examiner also notes that a recitation of "wherein the tackiness of the sheet material 
before thermosetting is..." is ambiguous because it is not clear as to whether the sheet material 
actually even has the "tackiness" recited by the Applicant. This is because the claim merely 
recites that a "tackiness" that occurs "before thermosetting" and it is unclear as to the sheet 
material has been thermoset or not. 

23. Regarding the rejection of claims 1-2 under 35 U.S.C. 102 fb) as anticipated by 
Yamamoto C404) : The Applicant argues that Yamamoto does not that a semiconductor device 
bonding to a substrate through a bump bonding part (see Applicant Remarks page 12). This is 
not persuasive for at least the following reasons. Firstly, Yamamoto clearly shows a "bump 
bonding part" (Element 9) which mount the semiconductor element (Element 6) to a substrate 
(Element 4). The Applicant's asserts that Element 9 of Yamamoto is a "wiring" (see Remarks 
Page 12) is not persuasive because each of the terms of "bump bonding part" is not claimed with 
sufficient specificity to distinguish a "biimp bonding part" fi"om Element 9 of Yamamoto. 
Element 9 of Yamamoto is a "part" because it exists, it has a "bump" (as shown below) and 
"bonds" because it is attached. 



The Applicant argues that "the encapsulating material of Yamamoto '404 is described as a 
liquid encapsulating material, e.g. at paragraph [0145], not a sheet material as recited in the 



FIG. 6F 
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present claim 1" (see Remarks Page 12). In response, the Examiner notes that the only place in 
Paragraph [0145] of Yamamoto which recites "a liquid encapsulating material" is directed 
towards Element 8 of Yamamoto, which was never even cited anywhere in the Office Action. 
As such, this argument is not commensurate with the scope of the rejection and is not persuasive. 

24. Regarding the rejection of claims 1-2 under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as anticipated by Hotta 
r096) : The Applicant argues that the prior art reference of Hotta does not anticipate the claims 
because "there is no description about encapsulation with a sheet having tackiness". This is not 
persuasive for at least the following reasons. Firstly, the claim does not distinguish what 
structural features of the recitation of "sheet" to distinguish the claim from the prior art of Hotta. 
Since the element of Hotta is a long and thin feature, it must be a "sheet". Hotta even refers to 
the element as a "sheet" (see Col. 5, Lines 65-66, for example). Furthermore, the material of 
Hotta has "high adhesion" and therefore must have some level of tackiness since tackiness is 
merely a measure of adhesiveness. 

25. Regarding the rejection of claims 1-2 under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as anticipated by Misumi 
£4841: The Applicant argues that Misumi does not anticipate the claims because the 
semiconductor element is not "encapsulated". However, this is not persuasive for at least the 
following reasons. The manner in which the claim is written does not limit exactly how the 
semiconductor element is "encapsulated" to distinguish fi-om the prior art of Misumi. For 
example, Misumi shows the semiconductor element is "encapsulated" across the entire back 
surface and edges of the semiconductor element (see attached Figure for example). 
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26. Resardins the rejection of claims under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) : All of the Applicant's 
arguments arc directed to the subject matter of claims 1 and 2 (see Remarks pages 15-19), and 
the arguments do not address the rejection of claims 6 and 7 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). As such, 
none of the arguments are commensurate the rejections set forth in the Office Action since all 
rejections made under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) are directed to claims 6 and 7. 



Conclusion 

27. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's 
disclosure: 

i. Roberts, R.A., "Project PAJl : Failure Criteria and Their Applicant to 
Visco-ElasticA'^isco-Plastic Materials, Report 5" teaches the basics 
conventional "ball tack" tests; 
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ii. Yamazaki C 6 1 4) and Yamazaki Q 093) each teach using rubber-containing 
thermosetting resins with tackiness in a semiconductor device with a 
substrate. 

28. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in this 
Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP § 706.07(a). 
Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the date of this 
final action. 

Contact Information 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Matthew W. Such whose telephone number is (571) 272-8895. 
The examiner can normally be reached on Monday - Friday 9AM-5PM EST. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Bradley W. Baumeister can be reached on (571) 272-1722. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an apphcation may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

Matthew W. Such 
Examiner, Art Unit 2891 

MWS 
3/1/08 

/BRADLEY W BAUMEISTER/ 
Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 2891 



